Criminological research and theory generally proceed with the orientation, if not the assumption, that delinquency is the result of some series of events common to all delinquents. While some attention has been given to the concepts of typologies, multiple pathways, and different developmental sequences leading to different outcomes, rarely have these concepts been pursued empirically. This paper uses
a typological approach to make a preliminary examination of the existence of multiple paths leading to delinquency. Data from the first two annual surveys of the Denver Youth Survey provide the basis for the analyses. The results support the notion that there is typological diversity in the backgrounds of youth who become delinquent, a diversity which, perhaps, should not be ignored.
I. INTRODUCTION
The idea that there are multiple pathways to delinquency is not new. Many researchers have expressed the notion that the underlying causes leading to participation in delinquent behavior may be different for different individuals or for different types of individuals. Gibbons, I for example, referred to the existence of separate etiological accounts for different offenders and, perhaps, for different types of offenses. Loeber and Le Blanc 2 described different developmental sequences leading to delinquency, and Elliott, Ageton, and Canter, 3 in their theoretical formulation, used the terminology of multiple etiologies or multiple paths. Similarly, Farrington, Ohlin, and Wilson 4 discussed the role of different causal patterns and individual differences leading to delinquency. More akin to the approach used in this paper, Huizinga 5 and Brennan and Huizinga 6 relied upon dynamic typologies to describe the relationship across time between kinds of individuals, patterns of delinquent behavior and patterns of theoretically postulated causal variables. To some extent, the notions that the causes of any one behavioral act are complex and that no one theoretical orientation is likely to explain the delinquent acts of all individuals underlie the concept of multiple paths. On the other hand, the belief remains that these acts are not so dependent on such unique factors and situations that generalizations to certain groups or types of individuals are impossible. Some youth, for example, run away from home because of a poor family environment, some run away because they are pushed out from their homes, others run away for fun and excitement, and still others run away because they are "over-bonded" and over-protected at home. 7 Similarly, one might anticipate that some youth steal for different reasons, that some youth engage in violent behavior for different reasons, and that some youth use drugs for different reasons.
Recent empirical research indicates the potential importance of examining multiple paths. For example, research reviewed by Loeber 8 suggests that there may be different developmental sequences leading to delinquency among different age groups. Hill and Crawford 9 reported evidence of the importance of different variables in predicting involvement in criminal behavior among black and white women. Seydlitz'° found that there may be an age and gender interaction in the relationship between parental attachment and delinquency. Similarly, Bailey and HubbardI' found evidence that factors influencing the initiation of marijuana use may vary by age. Finally, Elliott, Huizinga', and Ageton 12 discussed the finding that a non-linear interaction exists in pro-social and delinquent bonding leading to delinquency.
Although criminologists historically have been interested in the notion of multiple pathways leading to delinquency, little major theoretical or empirical work exploring this possibility has been undertaken. In addition, where researchers have tested for multiple pathways, the pathways usually are not well specified or are limited to a few variables. This lack of empirical attention to potential multiple pathways raises both theoretical and methodological issues.
Most theoretical presentations, including those integrated models that expand the conceptual base to include a wider range of theoretically important variables in a single model, seem to suggest that the effects of the causal variables work more or less the same for everyone. These presentations of omnibus models rarely attempt to consider the possibility that there may be multiple types of offenders with different patterns of offending and different developmental se- (1978) [ 
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quences associated with the onset, maintenance, or termination of involvement in delinquent behavior. It must be recognized, however, that the development of sound theoretical statements is no simple task; it requires a great deal of effort and innovative thought. The addition of multiple types or pathways increases the order of complexity of the theoretical models. However, if multiple pathways do exist, our explanation of delinquent behavior is incomplete if they are not taken into account. An important theoretical concern thus arises. Is there one underlying constellation of variables leading to delinquency that works more or less the same for everybody, or are there subsets of individuals, each subset having a common background and experience, for which the variables work differently? That is, are there different pathways to delinquent behavior? One methodological issue raised by the notion of multiple pathways is how such pathways are to be identified (presuming that they exist) using empirical data. Most of the current data analysis strategies used in examining theories of delinquency are designed to consider either all individuals as responding to theoretical variables in much the same way or all members of pre-specified subgroups as responding in the same way. That is, current analytic procedures are not designed to search for and identify types of individuals with different pathways to delinquency, or to identify the different covariance matrices involving non-linear interactions for different unspecified and unknown subgroups. Thus, it is unclear what "offthe-shelf" or "canned" analytical procedure can be used. While it conceivably might be possible to identify all the various pathways potentially specified in a theory, in practice, allowing for even a few bisected theoretical variables at a few points in time results in a plethora of types of individuals and raises other analytic issues as well.
Given these observations, the goal of the current paper is to provide a preliminary examination of the existence of multiple pathways to delinquency. Our approach is largely empirical. While we are somewhat favorably disposed to the idea of multiple pathways, whether there is one constellation of variables working more or less the same for everyone (i.e., one general syndrome), or whether there are multiple syndromes with multiple etiological paths leading to delinquent behavior is an empirical issue. Although we rely on numerical taxonomy or cluster analytic methods, our orientation is not atheoretical. Our search is structured in data reflecting a general developmental model. On the other hand, given the current state of knowledge about multiple pathways, we believe an emphasis on taxonomic description is in itself valuable and consistent with Cattell's [Vol. 82 dictum that "nosology precedes etiology."' 3 The data used in this paper come from the Denver Youth Survey, an ongoing longitudinal study of the development of problem behavior among children and youth. The survey is a part of the Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention's Program of Research on the Causes and Correlates of Delinquency. The taxonomic approach used employs a typology of children and youth based on their delinquent behavior at time 1, a typology of these individuals based on a set of theoretical factors that include both personal and environmental characteristics, and a final typology based on delinquent behavior at time 2. A simplified illustration is provided in Figure 1 . This approach allows examination of potentially complex non-linear interactions in etiological variables as influences on the onset of delinquency as well as on increases or decreases in delinquent behavior. We seek to determine whether relatively distinct types of etiological environments exist that lead to initiation or changes in delinquent involvement. Although this examination uses a path that is "only one step long," given the current state of knowledge about multiple paths, it seems reasonable at this stage to keep things relatively simple. 
FIGURE 1

ILLUSTRATION OF A TAXONOMIC APPROACH TO MULTIPLE PATHS
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II. THE DENVER YOUTH SURVEY
A.
GENERAL DEVELOPMENTAL MODEL
The primary objective of The Denver Youth Survey (DYS) is to identify those social conditions, personal characteristics, social interactions, and developmental processes which are causally linked to the initiation, maintenance, and termination of delinquent behavior, drug use, and other problem behavior. The research is directed by a multidisciplinary theoretical paradigm which integrates variables typically employed by different academic disciplines. The explanatory model includes measures reflecting physiological, psychological, and social development; personal attributes and personality; primary socialization contexts such as the family and peer groups; social roles and role transitions; and the culture and social structure of larger social systems such as schools, neighborhoods, and communities. The measures of delinquency and crime, the primary dependent measures for the study, include both self-reported criminal behavior and arrests.
The scope of this study exceeds the limits of existing conceptual models concerning the etiology of crime and delinquency. To our knowledge, no existing general paradigm incorporates the full range of variables included in this study into a coherent explanation of delinquent behavior. A major thrust of theoretical work over the past decade has been toward the integration and synthesis of smaller-range theories. Some of this integration has already been accomplished and the integrated models are well supported.1 4 [Vol. 82 own prior work (proposing a paradigm which integrates strain, social control, and learning perspectives) falls within this line of theoretical development. Elliott et al. tested this model in a longitudinal study of a national youth panel. 1 5 The current project builds upon this integrated social-psychological model by incorporating a social disorganization perspective that includes neighborhood characteristics identified as contributing to the etiology of crime and delinquency and bj including biological variables that have been suggested as precursors to deviant behavior. By integrating the social psychological model with social disorganization theory and biological determinants, we created a general developmental model of the etiology of crime and delinquency. A focus of the study is to identify the combination of biological, economic, social, and psychological factors that explain why some youth initiate and continue involvement in serious delinquent behavior while other apparently similar youth do not.
The overall design of the research project is based on a prospective longitudinal survey. The longitudinal survey involves annual personal interviews with a probability sample of five different birth cohorts and their parents selected from areas of Denver, Colorado that have high risk for delinquency. The subjects consisted of 802 boys and 728 girls. At point of the first annual survey covering the 1987 period, the subjects were 7, 9, 11, 13 and 15 years of age. Of the 1,530 Year-1 respondents, slightly over 92% completed interviews in year 2.
The sampling procedure was designed to ensure that the sample included a sufficient number of serious chronic offenders for an analysis of their developmental patterns; at the same time, the sample procedure provided data on normal developmental processes and patterns. Both kinds of data are necessary to distinguish between normal and criminal developmental patterns and to determine the prevalence of various developmental patterns (particularly those which carry a high risk of violent or sustained criminal behavior).
Selection of survey respondents entailed a three stage process. First, we selected neighborhoods based upon their "high risk" status. Risk was determined by a social ecology analysis that identified "socially disorganized" areas, and by official crime rates. Second, all households in these communities were enumerated. Finally, interviewers were sent in person to a random sample of these addresses. This last stage required interviewers to speak with 15 D. ELLIOTr, EXPLAINING DELINQUENCY, supra note 12.
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an adult and determine the ages of household members in approximately 20,000 households. 16 All households with an appropriately aged child were eligible to participate in the study, and interviewers proceeded to interview the parent/guardian and all eligible youth in these households. The inclusion of all eligible children provided us with the ability to study families in general, and siblings more specifically. As a result of the sampling procedure, a large number of Black and Hispanic youth were included in the study; this will allow a careful examination of the relationship between race/ethnicity, social status, family background, and delinquency. The sample also included both "inschool" and "drop-out" youth.
B.
MEASURES AND METHODS
The etiological or personal environment measures used to examine the existence of multiple pathways to delinquency were selected to represent some of the main constructs of the general developmental model. Because the measurement space of the DYS is wide ranging, even within theoretical constructs, we selected variables not only on the basis of their theoretical relevance but also on their empirical relationship to various forms of delinquent behavior. Although this selection process eliminated some potentially important variables (e.g., social disorganization and secondary controls), it provided a reasonable collection of measures to use in this preliminary examination of multiple pathways. Once particular scales or variables were selected, we arranged them by theoretical construct. A second order factor analysis indicated that some of the measures within constructs could be combined into higher order measures and thus simplify the measurement space to be used. An outline of these higher order measures is provided in Figure 2 , and the items included in the various scales are described in the Appendix. As demonstrated by Figure 2 , a construct of a positive home is indicated by a combined measure of positive parenting and parental attachment, as perceived by a youth or child respondent. Although both parent and youth/child measures of these variables were available, based on our own previous work and that of our companion project in Albany,1 7 we selected the youth/child measures because of their greater relevance in predicting delinquency. A second parental construct involving parental attitudes toward delinquency and drug use was also selected. This construct included measures of the extent to which parents think it is wrong for their children to engage in delinquency and drug use. We selected this measure over other parenting measures because of its somewhat higher empirical correlation with several delinquency measures.
A third construct involves youth/child beliefs and attitudes. This composite construct included measures of neutralization (willingness to invoke reasons or excuses for delinquent behavior), normlessness (the feeling that rules must be violated to achieve desired goals), attitudes toward delinquent behavior (how wrong it is to engage in delinquent behavior), and feelings of guilt associated with performing delinquent acts.
An indication of impulsivity and/or hyperactivity is provided by a fourth construct. This measure is based on parent reports of their child's behavior. Finally, the delinquent and conventional orientations of peers is measured by a composite involving youth/child reports about the delinquent and conventional behaviors of their friends, reflecting gender delinquency and less conventional behavior by friends.
We also based the selection of self-reported measures of delinquency used in the analysis of multiple pathways on a second-order factoring of a set of relatively homogeneous delinquency scales. A listing of the scales included in each of the higher order delinquency measures is outlined in Figure 2 , and a listing of items included in each of the scales is included in the Appendix. Although similar in content, somewhat different items are employed in child (ages 7-9) and youth (age 11-15) delinquency scales, reflecting the differences in comprehension and experience of these different age groups. As indicated in Figure 2 , delinquent offenses have been divided into theft offenses, assault offenses, status and public disorder offenses, and a collection of other offenses. The existence of some empirical justification for these higher order offense categories was fortuitous, since this simplification helped to decrease the complexity of the classification space.
The variables used in the analyses were also selected to reflect an appropriate temporal order. That is, Time 1 delinquency refers to the 1987 period, Time 2 delinquency refers to the 1988 period, and all of the etiological or personal environment variables either precede or are contemporaneous with Time 2 delinquency. In particular, all of the etiological variables, except the delinquency and conventionality of friends, reflect influences early in 1988. The measures of friends behavior involve the entire calendar year, and we have used the measure contemporaneous with Time 2 delinquency, believing that current friends may have a greater influence on behavior than do friends of the year just passed.
To search for the multiple types or pathways anticipated in the delinquent and etiological typologies, a K-means cluster analysis procedure was used. This procedure is an adaptation and modification of the method described by Sparks' s that includes "collapsing of clusters" and the automatic identification of outliers. Because almost all cluster analysis routines will return a set of clusters, even when none are present, an evaluation of each clustering was conducted to examine the compactness, density, and separation of the derived clusters using methods described by Huizinga.1 9
C. RESULTS
Etiological Typologies
Analyses of standardized personal, environment variables from the child sample (ages 7-9) with the K-means clustering algorithms suggested the existence of six clusters. Evaluation of the six cluster K-means partition, together with a separate K-means analysis using different initial starting points, indicated that the clustering was relatively stable. The evaluation also indicated that although the boundaries of the cluster were not well-separated in space, in each cluster the points were grouped around the cluster centroid. This suggests that the typology does not reflect isolated clusters in space, but rather groupings of relatively homogeneous points representing the differential density of points in the multivariate space. In a sense, the partition might be considered a "multivariate histogram" that locates swarms of points in the measurement space.
Examination of the standardized explanatory data from the youth sample (ages 11-15) with the K-means algorithms suggested the existence of five clusters. Evaluation of the five cluster partition from the K-means procedure indicated that they were very stable or robust. The evaluation also indicated that the cluster boundaries were not well separated and that the majority of points in each cluster were gathered about the cluster centroid. Thus, as in the child typology, this clustering does not represent isolated clusters but does reflect the differential density occurring in the data.
The profiles of the centroids of the clusters from the child and youth typologies are contained in Figures 3 and 4 . Numerical tables describing the clusters are contained in the Appendix.
As Figure 3 illustrates, the first cluster in the child typology is a large cluster (N=263) containing children who have an average or positive home environment, who have parents with slightly higher than average attitudes about the wrongness of children's deviant behavior, who have personal beliefs or attitudes that are not supportive of delinquent behavior, who display less than average impulsivity/hyperactivity, and who report less than average delinquent/conventional behavior by their friends. The second cluster contains children characterized as having parents who do not believe that deviant behavior of children is as wrong as do other parents, but who are roughly average on the other variables. Children in the third cluster are characterized as having a less positive home than other children, and as having parents whose beliefs about the wrongness of deviant behavior is quite below that of other parents. These are children who have generally "pro-delinquent attitudes or beliefs" and who are seen as being above average in impulsivity/hyperactivity. At the same time, these children report a slightly above average rate of delinquent/conventional behavior by their friends. The fourth cluster also contains children that have a less positive home and have pro-delinquent beliefs, but who are close to average in impulsivity and the delinquent behavior of their friends. The fifth cluster is essentially average, with the exception that these children are more impulsive and hyperactive than other children. Finally, the sixth cluster contains children who are generally average with the exception that they report a greater involvement in the delinquent behavior of their friends.
To provide some nomenclature, the clusters have been titled: Cluster One -Pro-Social; Cluster Two -Parent Attitudes; Cluster Three -Pro-Delinquent; Cluster Four -Delinquent Beliefs; Cluster Five -Impulsive/Hyperactive; Cluster Six -Delinquent Friends. As these clusters and their titles suggest, there appear to be differences in the "personal environments" of these children which may affect their delinquent behavior, an issue that will be examined later.
Several of the clusters encountered in the child typology are replicated in the youth typology. As illustrated in Figure 4 , Cluster Four is similar to the Pro-Social Child Cluster; Cluster Three is similar to the Parent Attitudes Cluster; Cluster Five is similar to the ProDelinquent Cluster but additionally reflects involvement with delinquent friends; and Cluster One is similar to the Impulsive/Hyperactive Cluster. In addition, one youth cluster is essentially average on all variables, although it is slightly below average in impulsivity. This cluster has been entitled "Average." The youth typology also reflects differences in the personal environments of these youth that might be anticipated to affect their delinquent behavior.
Delinquency Typologies
We created delinquency typologies for both children and youth samples for the period covered by the first annual survey (1987) and for the period covered by the second annual survey (1988). Preliminary examination of the child delinquency data suggested a ten-cluster partition that was reasonably stable and robust, and in which most clusters were quite homogeneous. Two large clusters emerged. The first, a "non-delinquent" cluster (N=279), and the second, a "low-level" cluster (N=229), contained children reporting on the average less than one theft, about 3.5 assaults, and less than one status/public disorder and other offenses. In addition to [Vol. 82 these two dusters, there were a number of smaller clusters that reflected different patterns of greater involvement in delinquent behavior. These clusters had substantially higher than average involvement in one or more of the types of delinquency measured. Although there might be merit in maintaining each of these clusters in further analyses, we combined them into one large group entitled "Higher Level Delinquents."
Essentially the same kinds of dusters were found for the youth sample. Specifically, we discovered a non-delinquent cluster (N=313) and a low level delinquency cluster (N=347) that contained youths who committed on the average less than one theft, one assault, three status/public disorder offenses, and one other offense. A number of other, smaller clusters representing different patterns of frequency of involvement in the different types of offenses were also found. Given the smaller cluster sizes, we also collapsed these into one higher level delinquency group.
Quite similar clusters were found for both year 1 and year 2 for the child and youth delinquency typologies.
Transitions In Types
The transition matrices between delinquent types at Time 1 and delinquent types at Time 2 for both child and youth samples is provided in Table 1 . As that table demonstrates, a good deal of movement occurred between the types from year to year. For the child sample, approximately two-thirds of the non-delinquents remained non-delinquents, while approximately one-third initiated or "re-initiated" delinquent behavior. As might be anticipated, the majority of these entered the low-level delinquent category. Among child low-level delinquents, slightly less than one-half stayed in that category in the next year, while one-quarter moved to the higher delinquency category, and slightly less than one-third reported engaging in no delinquencies in the following year. Among children in the higher delinquency category, 43% remained in that category, 34%y moved to the low-level delinquent category, and 24% moved to the non-delinquent category.
For the youth sample, 64% of the non-delinquents remained in that category the following year and 36% initiated or "re-initiated" delinquent behavior, with most entering the low-level delinquent category. These rates are very similar to the child sample. Among low-level delinquents, 59% remained in that category, 22% returned to a non-delinquent status, and 19% entered the higher-level delinquency class. Of the higher-level delinquents, 52% remained in that category, and 48% moved to the lower-delinquent or nondelinquent types.
These transition matrices illustrate that regardless of age or delinquent type, the most prevalent transition from one year to the next is to remain in that same type. However, there is substantial movement to higher and lower levels of delinquency involvement, with the majority of movement being to an adjacent category.
Given these various transitions, two questions are raised in this paper: first, do the personal environments of these children and youth help explain these transitions?; and second, are there multiple environments leading to involvement, increases, or decreases in delinquent behavior? Before examining these issues, however, it should be noted that a relationship exists between the personal environment typology and the delinquency level typologies for both years and for both child and youth samples (Chi square was significant at the 0.01 level for all but year one for the child sample). That is, the proportion of children or youth classified as low* or high level delinquent was higher for some types of personal environments than for others. Because the variables upon which the personal environment typology is based were selected as variables relevant to the explanation of delinquency, the relationship between the personal and delinquent typologies is not too surprising.
It is interesting, however, that in both the child and youth samples, the cluster reflecting a more positive home and a pro-social orientation of the child or youth is responsible for much of the relationship. These clusters were more likely to contain non-delinquents and less likely to contain higher level delinquents. In contrast, in the child sample, the cluster reflecting delinquent or less conventional friends, and in the youth sample, the clusters reflecting a negative home, a delinquent orientation, and delinquent or less conventional friends, disproportionately overlapped the higher delinquent type and were less likely to contain non-delinquents.
Although a relationship exists between the personal and delinquency typologies, it is important to note that a substantial number of children and youth in each personal environment type were classified as non-delinquent, low-level delinquent, and as higher-level delinquent. Delinquent involvement is not unique to any one personal environment type. Also, it should be noted that the "influence" of the Year-I personal typology on delinquent behavior is not in the correct temporal order. Most personal environment variables are measured after the Time-1 delinquency period. Conceivably, the children's personal environment could be relatively stable over time or they may result, in part, from previous delinquent behavior, but the data used in this paper do not allow this issue to be addressed.
To examine further the role of the personal environments in explaining the transitions between delinquency types, we constructed a transition matrix of the cross-classification of the Time-i delinquency types by the personal environment types to the Time-2 delinquency types. These transition matrices represent the probability that a child or youth with a given delinquent behavior pattern at Time 1 and having a particular personal environment will display a particular delinquent behavior pattern at Time 2. Thus, consistency and change in delinquent behavior as filtered through the personal environments can be examined. The transition matrices are presented for the child and youth samples in Tables 2 and 3 , respectively. The first column of figures in these tables provides the size and percentage of each personal environment within the respective Time-1 delinquency types. The next three columns provide the number and percent of these delinquency/personal environment types that are classified into the Time-2 delinquency types. For example, in the child table, the pro-social type makes up 42% of the Time-1 non-delinquents. Of this group, 70% remained non-delinquents, while 22% and 8% moved to the low-level and higher-level Time-2 delinquency types. Because some cross-classifications result in very small groups, transition probabilities are likely to be unstable and therefore are not provided for groups of less than ten. Examination of differences in transitions for the child sample suggests that the personal environments may provide some protective as well as some risk factors. For example, among non-delinquents, having a personal environment that includes delinquent or less conventional friends appears to be strongly related to initiation or "re-initiation" of delinquency. Similarly, being in the cluster of impulsive/hyperactive also appears related to initiation. In these non-delinquent groups at Time 1, 63% of those with delinquent friends and 43% of those in the impulsive group initiated delinquent behavior in the following year, compared to 33% or less for the other groups. Among higher level delinquents, having a personal environment that includes a positive home and conventional attitudes appears to reduce delinquency involvement, while being in the three groups described as impulsive, having delinquent friends, or having parents with weak attitudes about child deviance appear to sustain the higher level involvement.
Examination of differences in transition probabilities for the youth sample also reveals differences in transition rates among dif- ferent initial delinquent types and personal environment types, although none of the differences are sufficiently large to result in a significant chi-square. Among non-delinquents, being in a pro-delinquent personal environment appears to increase the probability of moving to a higher involvement in delinquency in the following year. Among higher level delinquents, those with a positive home and conventional orientation were more likely to decrease their delinquent involvement than were other types, while those with a negative home and pro-delinquent orientation were more likely to maintain their classification as higher-level delinquents.
Although there are a number of differences in transition probabilities between groups of different initial delinquency levels and personal environments, it is also important to note that each of the Time-2 delinquency types contain a substantial number of individuals from most of the Time-I "delinquency by personal environment" types. These results clearly demonstrate that multiple paths leading to increased delinquency involvement do exist, and, given the observed differences in transition probabilities, that there may be different explanations for different paths.
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To examine potential differences by sex in the child and youth samples, the above sequence of analyses was replicated separately for girls and boys. Although there are some differences, as noted below, the same general pattern of findings held for both sexes. At best, differences might be described as "variations on a theme." As might be anticipated, in the delinquency clusters girls are somewhat over-represented in the non-delinquent clusters and under-represented in the higher-involvement clusters. Using the Time 2 Delinquency Typology as an example, the child sample is 52% male and 48% female, but the higher delinquency cluster is 57% male and 43% female. Similarly, the youth sample is 53% male and 47% female, but the higher delinquency duster is 61% male and 39% female. As these percentages suggest, substantial numbers of both males and females are contained in each delinquency cluster. 20 We initially anticipated that differences in covariance matrices between Time 1 Delinquency -Personal environment types could be demonstrated with simple linear regressions. However, the restriction of range brought about by the cluster analyses in both the dependent and independent variables did not allow this to occur in a meaningful or insightful way. For example, in the youth sample, the pro-delinquent cluster had an essentially zero regression coefficient for the influence of delinquent friends, while it was positive and of moderate size for the other clusters. The conclusion is not that delinquent friends do not influence the members of a pro-delinquent cluster but rather that all members of this cluster have high scores on the delinquency of friends variable. Thus this variable was not important in predicting the frequency of delinquency among members of the pro-delinquent group.
The personal environment typology also shows some relationship to sex; however, for the child sample, the association is not statistically significant at even the 0.10 level. In both samples, boys are somewhat more likely to be classified as impulsive/hyperactive and girls are somewhat more likely to be classified as having a positive home and a conventional orientation, but none of these differences is significant.
The delinquency Time-1 -Personal Environment -Delinquency Time-2 transition matrices are also generally similar for both sexes. Although some transition probabilities vary between the sexes, the same general patterns observed for the total child and youth samples are the same for both sexes. Given this overall similarity of findings, separate tables for each sex are not provided.
We also performed a separate sequence of analyses using a finer grained delinquency typology (non-delinquent, low-level delinquency, moderate delinquency, and high-level delinquency) to determine if one or more of the prior delinquency and personal environment types would account for a high-level delinquency group. The findings, however, were similar to the three group partition presented above. Even the high delinquency child and youth clusters contained individuals from most of the personal environment types.
III. CONCLUSION
Given these various findings, what conclusions seem warranted? First, typological diversity does appear among the child and youth samples in the etiological or explanatory variables, and there is some indication of a differential relationship between these types and involvement in delinquent behavior. Second, those classified as delinquent, even those classified as very high delinquents, included individuals from most of the different personal environment -types. We believe that other variables not included in these preliminary analyses may account for the tendency of some of the children and youth in particular types, such as those in generally pro-social environments with conventional orientations, to engage in delinquency. However, it seems clear that individuals in quite different personal environments and prior levels of delinquency are classified as delinquent. That is, multiple paths to delinquency do appear to exist.
But what does this mean in practice? The findings suggest that in both theory and analyses, it may be appropriate, and, perhaps, necessary to pay greater attention to the possibility of typological diversity. Also, it may be that it will prove useful to examine the [Vol. 82 developmental changes in personal environments that lead to increases and sustained involvement in delinquent behavior. As more waves of the Denver Youth Survey become available, such an examination will become possible. 5 .
Gone joyriding, that is, taken a motor vehicle such as a car for a ride or drive without the owner's permission. 6.
Stolen or tried to steal a motor vehicle such as a car or motorcycle. 7.
Gone into or tried to go into a building to steal something. Assault 1. Attacked someone with a weapon or with the idea of seriously hurting or killing them. 2.
Hit someone with the idea of hurting them. 3.
Thrown objects such as rocks or bottles at people. 4. Been involved in gang fights.
5.
Physically hurt or threatened to hurt someone to get them to have sex with you. 6. Had or tried to have sexual relations with someone against their will. Public Disorder 1. Run away from home. 2. Skipped classes without an excuse.
3.
Broken city curfew laws. 4. Hitchhiked where it was illegal to do so.
5.
Been loud, rowdy, or unruly in a public place so that people complained about it or you got in trouble.
6.
Begged for money or things from strangers. 7.
Made obscene telephone calls such as calling someone and saying dirty things. 8.
Been drunk in a public place. 9.
Been paid for having sexual relations with someone.
Other 1. Lied about your age to get into someplace or to buy something, for example, lying about your age to get into a movie or to buy alcohol. 2.
Used checks illegally or used a slug or fake money to pay for something.
3.
Used or tried to use credit or bank cards without the owner's permission.
4.
Tried to cheat someone by selling them something that was worthless or not what you said it was.
5.
Avoided paying for things such as movies, bus or subway rides, food, or computer services. 6. Purposely damaged or destroyed property that did not belong to you.
7.
Purposely set fire to a house, building, car, or other property or tried to do SO.
8.
Used a weapon, force, or strongarm methods to get money or things from people.
9.
Snatched someone's purse or wallet or picked someone's pocket. 
